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December 29, 1976 


Harold Weisberg 
R.R. 12 

Frederick My. 21701 
Dear Harold: 

At present I am attempting to pull together my 
thinking on the question of critics of the assassination of 
President John F. Kennedy toward the end of writing a critical 
volume on their impact upon the public and Congress. While 
my net will be tossed to pull in all the major figures I 
especially wish to concentrate on the psuedo-critics , as I 
have called them, and this requires an extended treatment 
of Mark Lane whose negative influence must be laid out for 
the public to see . My considered judgment is that he is 
primarily responsible for the failure of Congress and intellectuals 
to investigate the assassination and its investigation and has 
repelled men and women of good sense and ability from pursuing 
it. In a most meaningful way he has dissembled and tainted a 
major American tragedy, and still is able to continue his most 
heinous activity for publisher's apparently are oblivious, tainted 
themselves, or too naive to understand the issue involved with 
Mark Lane . 

My first indication of the deception involved with Lane's 
work arose when I read Rush to Judgment . My training in school 
had been under the critical wing of American history at Urbana, 
Illinois, and had required m^ to spend an awful lot of time with 
the footnote charade of many contemporary scholars. Lane's 
footnotes and footnoting style fit the classic pattern of 
psuedo-scholars , really a pavonine display, a lot of feathers 
and ruffles but precious little meat. Where, I asked myself, 
was the citation to other works, to scholars like yourself, 
to newspaper accounts which require a tremendous amount of 
activity to utilize, to legal works, to the intricate details 
of the Warren Commission documents that demand not reference to 
a page but reference to words and phrases and conflicting words 
and pages, and to interviews with attorneys and witnesses 
hostile to his presentation that they might be rebutted as he 
developed his argument? They did not exist, or but rarely. 

Second, where was his citations to your work? It is 
impossible to undertake any major work of history or current 
issues withstanding on the shoulders of many who are also 
working. From my knowledge of your WHITEWASH I knew he was 
downright unfair to your work and the great effort you expended 
in clearing the cobwebs and lies and stupidities from the path 
of others who were working, not to mention the many, to me, 
uses of your material in developing chapters and subjects. 

Thus I saw at that early stage a basic dishonesty that I later 


Department of History • (71 5) 346-2334 




Weisberg, December 29, 1976. 


page 2 of 2 pages 


learned by dint of hard knocks and much effort was naive on 
my own part. He is much more than dishonest, for that implies 
a certain orientation to the truth that one might cheat and 
defraud in terms of it. I truly believe he lacks that saving 
criterion of the rascal or great rogue . He is fundamentally 
evil, if by evil one means use of fact, proper treatment of 
subject matter, and so forth, is totally absent. 

All this seems, perhaps, hard and lightly tossed off 
by someone who is in an atmosphere of the Ivory Tower, but 
it is considered and easily proved. 

Third, the film Rush to Judgment , not the book by the 
same name, also tripped me up for some time. Never in my wildest 
dreams could I imagine the living witnesses to the assassination 
of President John F. Kennedy could be manipulated by that 
Lane. The factual fraud involved is apparent from a casual 
viewing by a critical mind I am sure, for I asked many persons 
who did not know the details of several issues to comment 
on several points within the film. There are many specific 
issues here that I could raise with you to illustrate my 
observations, but I wish to keep my letter on a general plane, 
that the larger issue involved here might not escape me. Just 
one example must suffice . He interviewed at great length 
Nancy Perrin Rich, the "bartender" at Jack Ruby's club in 
Dallas and utilized the information to build his case for 
conspiracy(be tween the unfortunate Ruby and the framed Oswald.) 
But I knew from the testimony in the Warren Commission volumes 
and from newspaper accounts as well as from the logic of the 
woman's testimony on film that she was at variance with other 
information she had given and that she had had a history of 
mental breakdowns or confusion. Lane used her to fit his 
theory and disregarded everything else. 

Since my initial or preliminary contacts with the 
works of Mark Lane I have grown much more critical and believe 
that my chapter on his deceits and frauds and perversions and . 
really betrayal of the people will have an impact on the public. 
Hopefully I can pull in some material on the publishing industry, 
especially the names and contributions of their attorneys 
and officers who promoted and profited from Lane. We must not 
forget one — as they sow so also will they reap. All of this 
to be, of course, objective and reasonable in presentation. 

Recently I have heard Lane has been booed and verbally 
attacked in lectures in Chicago as well as pamphleted in other 
college appearances by some who are smelling a big fat rat. 

This news made my Christmas . 

In another letter I will discuss some additional 
points about Lane. 


Regards , 



David R. Wrone 



